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The°main purpose "0f this study was ‘to develop a

procedure whéreby teachers might improve their interpersonal
transactéons with studen-e. Concomitant purposes were to develop a

limited cateqory codlng system for sasy use by classroom teachers and

to develop a classroom observation system for-research purposes.

' Sixteen, teachers {three primary,'nine intermediate, and four’

]unlor/secondary) were. prov1ded with a training manual designed to
téaph the user to dlscrlmlnate coding categories, to code teacher
respbnses, and to interpret. response profiles. Subjects were\later
‘asked to videotape.and code their classroom-interactions. Trained
raters provided ratings on eleven sets of pre- and post- tapes for
data analysis. Important findings of. the study were as follopws: (a}.

scales developed for ‘the measurement of accurate empathy, warmth, and
genuineness' have..demonstratad high reliability when’ used- in a variety

of classroom contexts, (b) structured feedback using videotape has
proven to be an effective way to change certain facilitative
behaviors of classroom teachers, and. {c) the size of the student
group do not’ appear to effec}{ measurement or galn. (Authors/Ja)
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Introdliciion / ‘ 3 : o

. ) s A . - N B ~
Teaching thas been described as "o forih of. mterpersenal imfluence

aned ar changing the behavior potential of “another person (Gage, 1963 . .
on . o L. - |

Amidon and Hunter (1963) describe teaching as an interactive” pro‘ces;— involving .

. . _,‘ { j . '< !

classroom talk between teacher anq pupils. Stolurqw and~Pahel\ (1963) state

- . s - B 0

that "...teaching is fundamentally a soeial process involving communication .
vy .
and interaction between at least two people, a teacher and a student," It {3

5

;umn/only conceded that the’ teacher is the. most important variable, in the

N

-

. L3
.

classroom. :I‘he relationshi'f)s between teacher and students must also be an
important factor. o , - - * . py

. e
»

-~ " The need fo?search into teacher-pupil relationships is evident
if onc is concerned with improving tedching., But what characterizes effective

hum:'iﬁ'rel}itionships?’ ‘And by what means are cla%sroorn teachers eneouraged

-

T ' L . g .
to improve in theig interpersonal skills ? . L . . ¢
‘ , ) ;
'Th’s study sought ansWers to several questions. 'Will the scales . .

used for me'isurement of accurate empathy, warmth and genuineness be adapt-

‘n ]

able for easy use by teachers? Wl“ the” adapted scales demonstrate high

-

reliability when uéed in a variety ofGassroom contekts? And will the techni%que
of focused video tape feedback effect significant changes in the level of accurate
. . ! [

hd »

!

ompathy, wgrmth and genuineness offered by classroom teachers? S
o f . . : . .
Hypotheses and Predictions o ’ ) |

ESpecific hypotheses related to the latter. question may be stated
1 . St

\

v - R SN

as follows: = = . ’ .
- -
[y he .
o . 4 [
P \
- ,i_\ .
~ " 1]
- ..
M ?
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’I‘h'ére will be no statistically'sigqifiéant difference between pre and

T~ . v,

Al
" pést mean ratings for: s

s . ' HOA Combined scores (accurate empathy, warmth, and * ,

-

genuineness),

. . - [N

. . o HOB Accurflte empathy.
.~ Hoc warmth. " ’ .

“ - | _
. , OD Genuineness’, "

<

~

. In accord with the, burpos‘e of this s%dy the fol'lowi;lg prediction was

made relative to the hypotheses.
L. . W

3

* _The focussed video feedback will have an effect on verbal behavior

«
’

of classroom teachers. It i§ therefore predicted thdt the post tape mean ratings

.

fo;' combined scores (accurate empathy, warmth, and genuineness) and for scores

A\ 4 . <
taken separately. will be greater than the pre tape mean ratings..

?

Definition of Terms

Y \

For the purposes of this study the following terms, were defined.

|'.

.

Fucused video tape. feedback’ - Watching one's owh vidéo tape interaction with

< ) . > -
students pnd coding responses for accurate empathy,
’ 2 l} . N
- L3

espect and genuineness.

- Interpersonal skills - For purposes of-this study the|skills refer to accurate
. ' . . , . « [ . ; . .
empathy. warmth, and genuineness. & 7 ' -
.»-«-w;'f,w N '
- LE "
Laee
. >
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NOTE:

" .Warmth - i$ a scofe derived from rlzihngs using theé Truax scales 1971.

- resources for producing and creating his highest and his best. .,

<

» .
- .

Accurate - Enipathy - is a score derived from .ratings using the -
,0

1]
-

Truax scales 1971, : : ' o

H

Genuineness - is a score derived from ratings using the Truax scales 1971,

The following .are definitions of these interpersonal skills as the'y appear

in the training manual, ° o, | L

1. . Accurate empathy - Involves more than just béix_lg able to
know what your students mean. It involves more than. just being

: senqmve to your student's current feelmgs and beliefs: Accurate

empdthy also involves .communica$ing your understandmg and ;
sensitivity to the student in terms that he can understand and '’
know that you dre w1th him. . ' ;

At high levels of accurate empathy the message ”I am \

with you," is unmistakably clear. oYour responses will fit
perfectly with the student's ideas and feelings.- Your responses
will be additive in that they will serve to clarify and expand

the student's eXploration of His ideas, dpinions or feelings.:-

At low levels of- accurate empathy your lack of awareness,
your lack of understanding is unmistakably clear. Your responses
will be subtractive di that they do not attend to the student's 1deas,
expressions or feelings. .o

»

2. , Respect - Can be openationally“defined in terms of accep 5

‘ing the student, his opinions, feelings and ‘potentials. It involves,

a nonpossessive caring for him as a separate person.
. : B

At-high levels respect .involves trusting, prizing, valuing and.- ™~

caring deeply for the, student. It involves a conditional attitude on

your part in that you indicate a willingness to employ "all your

-

- 3. - Genuineness - Being genuine or being yburself , simply means
- being congruent, i.e., what you say is in agreement or is harf

monious with the way you feel.

-
Wl
)

'3

\
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At high levels of genugnehess yo:‘\ will be able to be free}y
and, spontaneiously yourself, not necesszigily expressing all your
feetings but certainly not denying them. .

»>

.

At low levels of genuineness you will‘\be defensive and

phony. You will be presenting a facade and, playing the

professional role,

.
.

L]
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Limitations . ’

This study meets two conditions often called foru.'by. educators,

¢ T

namely, it is-set in thg cla_ssrqom, and the subjects are practising teachers.
These field conditions, however, imposed certain limitations'. The
.equipment aviilable restricted the size of the sample. The study: will, there‘fOre,

have 'limited generalizability. The time‘of the school year limited the treat- \

- I R , <
ment period. The length of treatment necéssary to effect and sustain behavior
¥

»
-

change will not bé determined. Concentration of the study in one school limited

L4

-,

control of classroom context (grade level and subject matter). _

©
- . .
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Assumptions "
“ ; o - ¢ )
s . ¢ - .
, Since the early 1960's extensive.research has been done relating

therapi§t inter{fersorial skills to clien!: process'a'nd outcome variables: The
studies suggest that therapists and counselors who are a'céurately embpathic,

nonpossessively warm, and genuine are effective. Patients seen by them

-

s generally impro{/e'. And patiehts seen- by therapists who ra‘e' low in these

conditions. are generally among the '"cases" Miich do not improve. These
- . -

" studles have been reviewed and summarized in Truax and Carkhuff (1967) -
and Truax and Mitchell (1971). .

. Although theu' findings relate prxmarxly to "the therapeutic con-

text and relationshlp, researchers have repe/zyfedly specuTated that. s1m11ar
AN

»

effects concermng accurate émpathy, warmth and genumeness would be found

ES
o
/

in ".my kind ot‘ context'" and "any class of relationsip” (Rogers 1961/)// -‘-,
> Five studies (Truax and Tatum, 19_66;'"7Christe.n'sen, 1@60; ~ASpy.
“ -

1
y

rélated_ to pupy achievemerit: Ho(&_ever each study used different expemmental

means to determine teacher accurate empathy, .warmth, and genuineness.’

” .5

Inter-investigaution reliability, "thercfore, remains uncertain._eveﬁ though high ”

t

. -

degrees of inter-rater ifeliabiliti_es were obtained,

t

. c s From a review by Rosenshine (1971) emerges evxdenc,e supportive
~of Rogers' hypothesm. To summarize; the teacher beha,viours most closely

. o . VIV .

related to pupil achievemqnt a\r teacl?er approval and disapproval. The _-

s

G‘.' ’ ~’ } \ o Y

: 1965; Aspy and Hadlock, 1966; and Aspy and Rpebuék, 1972) c'Ariéd out 12?\
~ classroom gontext, suggest that (;ertain,teac':h'er facilitative behaviors may '

e

.
~~
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strongest type of dpproval was labeled "use of pupil 1deas," and the‘\strongest

PR TR N

7

type of dlsapproval was labeled "teacher cr1t1c1sm" (Rosenshine. 1971), These

-

behaviors are related to the meanings of accurate empathy and warmth. The

evidence presented by Rosenshine supports the hypothesis that these interpersonal

-

skills -are central to‘keffective. teacher-punil relationships. These findings are

-

~

also consistent with much of the research done using behavior modification

) ) : T
techniques {Ulrich, et. al., 1966). There appears, therefore, to be converging

research evidence from studies using rating scales for the measurement df

"\

, interpersonal skills, from studies usmg systematic classroom observation,

W

4 -

:Lnd from studies using.operant conditjoning techniques. Investigators frcm each

/
of these areas-of research have noted that approval is usually assoc1ated W\lth

4 higher pupil qchLevement (oRosenshme \971) C s . .-

“efforts toward professional self-ir'imprbvement" (Parsons, 1968),

cumulative prof&le of "teaching behavior,
N o

“v
/"- 3 ‘:. -
. % 7
©

Focused Video Tape Feedback' - .. ) 7/

>

-
o

Recently, a systemgi-for professionail development called Guided Se lf-

°

Analysis (GSA) was designed "to assist practicing classroom teachers in their own

GSA has proven

" to be an effective 1ns;rument for classroom mteractlon analy51s and for modlfy-

1
ing teaching behav1or .

.

Birch (1969) describes the sys‘tem as .utihzmg

S

"gsequential codes each containmg a hmlted number of operatlonally defined

.
.

categonies. The relatlvely untramed observer canr'focus speclfically and .

mtenswely on pnly three to five crltlc.al categorles at a time and still develop a

.
1

Energy and interest are d1rected into

b

B
.




and practice. »

A study conducted by Birch (1969) was designed to identify the

treatment effects of specific elements or factors in the GSA proceduré,

verbal behaviors of prerservi
N A
. .

-

. The findings aré

s
1. ‘Self-coding has an effect

< ' : - ’
pre-service teachers, particularly their questioning strategies and

response patterns.

2. Sel.lf“coding was effective in deereasing rhetorical questions,

ce teachers.

Summarizad as follows:

1
I
'

|
i

\

-

»

self-analysis and behavior mqdification rather ‘than being dissipated in training

f
on thq

* i
The major factors examined were:

<.

-

3 v

on the verbal teaching %behavior of

questions calling for facts, closure responses and giving instructions.

on empathy and warmth scale

\
S.

.

0 \ .. N
3. Self-coding wa’s ‘effective in increasing leading and probing

-

L)

questions, and extending responses.
w:

/

NOTE: These behavio,urf would likely result in middle to

4. '™No factor other than self-codingg,\ and no identificable

*

4

- high ratings on empathy and warmth scales. ‘

interaction of factors was shown to have an effect on the Verbal

teaching behavior of pre-service teachers" (Birch, 1969), that is,

only those students who had the full GSA treatment, modified -

~N

their .teaching behavior significantly.

5

NOTE: These behavioLs-would-llkely result in low ratings

N2
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. development of the procedures under study. -

' The Traimify Manual

o\

[y

. ’

- ) Co . ,
) The findings related to the effectiveness of the GSA (reatmint,

—~ T N

emphasizge ‘the importance and power of focused video fé%dback as a means of.

“m'odifyin‘ the verbal behavior of pre-service .and practising tezgcher§. The

*

* GSA system for‘ professional development has served as ‘a'“éh'odel in the

v

0
-

Procedures T -, . . '

Sixteen teacHers (three primary, nine intermediate .and four junior
' ] R ! .

secondary) volunteered to partiéipate in the program. The experimental -

¢

treatment consisted of several dreatment elements: the training manual;

learning to discriminate levels of accur-ate empathy, respect, and genuineness;' -
, . £ .

Ty
-

pr'actice' in coding using training anpes; video tape feedback; and the' focused

1
-«

video tape feedback. ° .

-

5

.

o\ . )

The manual developed - A Way of Looking at What I Am' Doing

) »

" (see Appendix A) was designed to serve as a' guide for classroom teachers

L) 4 S ’
attempting to modify their interpersonal transactions with students.

’ - .
v R
The intrgguction to the manual-gives a brief rationale and an
» ] . !
explanation of what iseinvolved for program participants..

¥ .
- * :

Our interpersonal trangactions with students are
a major contributing factor in students developing'positive ,
o and/or negative attitudes toward ledrning. Granted there
gre many other influepcing factors, but let's get at one
we can do something about. .
. {

»
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e . "I‘here is extensive evidencer which indicates-.that.

e e e i e e ———

. there hre at least three conditions. central to any "effecmve"
human interaction. They are genuineness, respect, and #
accurate empathy. A teacher who is effective in his or °
* her interpersonal transaction is one who is_ authentic, genuine
. or congruent, that is, he is able to himself without-Being
defensive or-phony. He is also able to provide a secure
trusting relationship by his accepting, allowing, caring,
valuing, or respecting his student's ideas, feelings,.and
potentials.” And he is also able to understand and '"be with" -
his students. . He is able not only to understand or be .

v empathic but, he is able to communicate accur'ltely to his
. students that he does understand. )
«ess.o. This program has been’ designed to ﬁssxst you. the’
> practlcing teacher, not orf?y look at what you are doing in your
interpersonal transactions with others, but to provide you with
alternative ways of re%pond_mgﬁto students. . .

What is involved? “
v First by understanding what follows in this coding
schedule you will be learning to discriminate and categorize
responses in terms of levels of .accurate empathy, respect -
and ‘genuineness. ) ’ .
Second having learning to discriminate, you will be*
ready to analyze_ a’video tape of your ‘own, classroom inter- . ‘
‘actions and with the date you collected come to a more’ A
objective understanding of your qwn teaching behavior.,

In short by structuring your perception of your inter-+
action with students, i.e., by asking you to code your
. responses you will be dble to answer the first quéstion,_'"How Y}
well am I doing?” in my mterpersonal interactions., _Thend by 4
_ the very process of learning to d1scr1mmate and code your )
responses you will be exposed to alternative ways.of respond- 4
ing to your students. This is_how you can improve.

!

L

I

. . Tﬁe introductlpn to the manual is followed by a series of tasks

3

’as follows:

TASK ONE - Learning to Discriminate Accurate Empathy

» -

A general definitioni of accurate empathy is.given followed by descr1pt1ons, ve
Q .
. /t ,o

o oo
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v

examples’ 'lnd explanations of specific verbal behaviors to be- coded at &ve

e e e — o — e e 2. L - ——m e —_ — — ——— — - - — - -

different levels. For example: TS, ' : .

"LEVEL™1 L, P .

A

Description: My tesponse did not attend to what the

student just said not to how the student was obviously feeling.
|

The “effect was subtractive. ’ : < ' ’

Example:- T'. Bill, why haven't you got this done? “5*

' (‘.

0
'y -
’ %

Sy

.
o
1

(Pause) I don't know. Right now things C*

" are so bad that I don't know...what's .- \

the pomt? . . ‘ .

. { : . .

. . T - Look don't glve me that —--why haven't ' *

' — you got this done? You've got to, get " N .

SN down to this and.do some work if you S s '
' < want to get through. . - . .

_ Explangtion: My response indicated a lack of awareness ‘of the - N
student's most obvmus\ expregssed ideas or feelings. It may have been \
that I' was inattentive, not interésted or bored. Or it may have been - . \

., because I was operatihg from a preconceived frame of reference which ’

excluded the student, i.e., I was not in his space. _ I was closing ,out * .

or-taking away from further inquiry or exploration by the student. . ¢

N - »

¢

TASK TWO - Learning to Discriminate Respect:

As in Task One, general defi'nifion, descriptions,, examples.and explana-

' tions are given for four djfferent levels of respect.,

+

As ln Tpsk One, general defmmon, descrlptlons‘ examples and explana-
- “ st
tions are given for four different levels of genuineness. See’ Figure lx p. 12
- ¢ . ¢ ' . ' . . . v o

_ for Summarf’of Key Operational Words. .. o ' . %

|
. . - .
TASK THREE - Learmng to Dlscnmmate Genumeness Y . o




-V

The levels appearing m the tra.lnmg manual were developed after

careful examination of rating scales for the measurement of accurate empathy,
. [

’

nonpossesslve warmth, (Truax) or respect (Qarkhuﬁ’) and genu1neness An
'1ttempt was made to change the nine, and five pomt ratmg scales froin

.ordinal scales to nommal categories. The-ratlonal Jor thlS _change wag to

. f . *
develop an obJectlve rel1able observatlonal system Wthh did not requ1re "ratmg”
but counted the frequen01es of specmedjteacher behav1ors There ‘are advan-

tages.to a system using a small number*of nomlnal categories over a system

- -

L]

using rating scales. _First, self: codlng, mvolvmg countlng frequenc1es is

H

likely to be more rehable than. self ratmg. Second teachers aré more likely

-\
to respond to a program which asks »them to categorlze the;,g behav1ors as .

¥ - o
‘oppOSed to being asked to rate themselves. And -th1rd the time requlred‘

Fe e

'tr'un' teachers to use a coding system with only four or five categorles,

ls minimal, . . s vt
2 ° ' t .
TASK FOUR - Coding Your Own V1deo Tape and Calculatmg Your Responsel Profilé

. e

The teacher analyzes the v1deo tape made in his classroom using the
e .

frequency chart. (see Figure 2) then calculates average response - level for

[N

P

each skill.' (sée Figure 3)

TASK FIVE -Intetpreting Your Response Profile

The mtentlou of Task Five is to allow the teacher to make 1nferenoes about

' student’learnmg 'and, attitud1a1 consequences of h@cently observedr teachm_g

L

. behavior }’he teacher is also asked to hst specific changes he[“ould like to .

e N

make in his interpersonal transactions- with students.

..

‘\ 4 .\ *
a

‘.- . A
B . -5

*.P
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’ . y FICURE 1 . NP L
** A BRIEF SUMMARY OF KEY OPCRATIONAL wDRDS
_+ CHARACTERIZING THE LEVELS OF "
. ACCURATE EMPATHY, RLSPECT AND GENUINE&;SS
- . K .’\\ 7’.. ' i
«*  -|LEVEL | ACCURATE EMPATHY "= RESPECT | ° GENUINENESS
. ‘ .s 3 g °
Subtractive T Rejecting’k Phony o1
‘ (No awareness of . . |defensive
Y ing ‘and feeling, - , * | (temper,
: _inattentive, un~ N bragging)
interested or 1 g .
bored) ‘
# ~<\=" " Subtractive ' Mechanical or Anonymuus’lﬂq" ;L
t;@?éa PN ey ., (Awarcnoss of only passive, pos- {tellectudliz-
& I ‘obvious meaning and |sessive caringling, unin-
’ ‘ -faeling but tangen- : |volved
tisl respcuse, dis- | . . T
torted me~ning B ' o
LI, T I dxarnod oif 3 1/yel i CoL
: « affect) .o
. T ’ ' Accepting, al- {Congruent
3 Interchanoeable | lowing, priz-"\[Not phony or
R . ing, valuing defensive
4 L4
’ 4 Giving my best o
5_.[ A ) ‘ -
, " '|After level 3 |Fres and com--"
. , : . respecting con-ppletely con-
4, - Additive ' ditionally ,lgruent’ i
< & (probing) - . |Expocting, . t
o . . pressina for
’ . . the student's
r ) ) bost
5 Additive . o
(focussing on ot -
! parsonally '
. L -] releyant .
RS \ .material) '
-‘. 1
“ - 41
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‘ ltip/ly the coda 1n'vg1 by the numbar of responses coded at
y hnt 1evel . than diuldad by the total number of response,s" <
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\ 7 'a’. . ’
) Inter -rater reliability was calculated using Ebel's formula for intra-

class correlation and was found to be .80 for accurate empathy, .'?4 for warmih.

and .81 for genuineness. (see Tables 1,'2 and 3).

\ .

TABLE i - -
. > . . - 4
ESTIMATED RELIABILITY _OF RATINGS
FOR ACCURATE EMPATHY ' .
. i 3
Source Sum of Squares | Degrces of fresdom { Variance
i : .
E * A
From - & ) . =
‘persons (vp) 13,51 - 23 .587 "
From ra}f:é’fs .76 ‘ .2 ‘
&
Frv | 5» oL ' _ “
rcnoindcr (ve) 5.44 46 - . .118
Total " 19,71 71
K ’ -
| T = Vp = Ve .
| v ,
p ¥
|
M r = 05871- .118
-8 557 : ,
rag = .801“
1 ) ‘ | '
1,

Ebal's coaff‘i {ent of reliability for mean ratings of
accurate enpalhy from three raters,

*
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warmth from three raters

g,

-

R

16.
. _ TABLE 2
{ ’
. ESTLIMATED RELIABILITY OF R
& ,
‘ RATINGS FOR WARMTH
' A '-"".. ’ | ]
* Source Sum of Sgluares | Degrees of freedonm Variance
s F rom
N persons (Vp) 12,29 23 534
o
2R F rom raters , N .85 2
F rom ; '
rimoinder (Ve) 6.43 46 .140
C° \lotel - 19,57 7
- .
r33 = ..534 - ,140 B
.534 .
£33 = 74l
AN .
’ & .
1. Ebel's coefficient of relisbility-for mean ratings of
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i, f
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" TABLE 3

ESTIMATED RELIABILITY OF \
RATINGS FOR GENUINENESS - : . P

-

Source Sum of Squares Deé_rees of Fraedom Variance
From ‘ o
persons (\lp) 15,07 23 o .655 |
From raters : .57 2 * |
From T b a
reme inder (\Ie) 5,68 ) 46 .124 -
 Total 21,32 71 =
tkk = VE - Ve , . '
Vp
Pqas = ,655 - ,124
33 % . 0655 E
\ 4
1'33 = .811 *
e

I, Ebel's coefficient of reliabillty for mean ratings of
genuineness from three raters, {

Ebel gives the formula:

‘ L J
where

4
-

l

\rkk‘ = V Ve ] ,
: v .
P |
T o= reliability of quings ¢
V_=- vaviance for persons
V' =" variance for error

=0 T

number of raters . )
S (Ebel, 1951)
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] - -RESULTSs REPORTED AND DISCUSSED S
. \‘ - > 0. ’ ’
'T\he results related to the main purpose of. this study .

‘ -

¢ are presented through ths medium of tables and graphs.‘
Teble 4 provides.an overview of the data derived from the
‘:ratings otﬁ%ubject's pre amd post video® tapes, Table 5
c presents the test of the major research hyaoihesis. The

Wilcoxon test for differences of combined mean ratings

#5 (accurate empathy, warmth, and genuineness) provided a T

3,

RO}

Yalue of. 7,51 significant at the .025 level for a ona tailed mi{f'
test. The hypothesis under test was, therefere, rejected in o
favbr of the alternative hypothesis, Focused video tape e
eedback does result in teachers obtaiming higher cembined

v .msan ratings (accurate emﬁathy, warmth and genuineness)

The following three hypotheeee were tested to find the
source of the' overall ‘behavior change. The Wilcoxon test for
differences ofAmean ratings for warmth previded a T value of _
2r-significant at the ,025 level for a one tailed tést (see
Table 6). The third hypothesis ‘was, therefore, rejected in

. favor of the alternative hypothesis, Focused”viﬂeo°tepé feed-
‘beck does result in teechers obtaining higher mean ratings%ﬁbr

warmth, C . 4

- }
ep}g

g (see Tables 7 end 8) fherefere, hypothesesfxﬁnd 4 failed to

T velueg for differences in mean ratings for sccurate

hy and genuineness were not statistically significant

D
b
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1

Summarized Results of ‘Hypotheses Under Test: ' / ‘

. 1.. Combined.mean ratings (accurate empathy, ‘warmth,

end genuineness)s . .. L

Hoy s R‘ ='§1 r.ejected. in ’f‘avar of H'lz;li ‘;2. v

PR

Al

2. Accurate empathys

; - /
" Hog 1 ';;" =R, Failed to be rejected )
: \ , " 3.7 lUWarmths ' _
\ Hogs %, =%, ° rejected in favor of Hy s ’;‘<7; |
\\ 4. Genuineness: - - : S
N Hoys %, = ¥, feiled to be rejected '. e
Ccontext @ ; o -

- ¢

" A closer examination of the data\(Tablg 4) revealed SOm‘e surprising‘ )

)

\J N

findings- with reference to context. F,‘iést, it'was expected (although not

-

hypothesized) that -the subjects doing interviews would probably rate higher on

was 'used to test these commonly ‘hgld expectations, - The results (see Tables 9

s o ]
accurate empathy, warmth, and genuineness than subjggts wgrking with small -,

[ 4

gi'oﬁps or.with the entire class. Similarly subjegts workh{g with small groups
wbuld likely rate higher than subjects working with the entire class. , The o

Krusk‘a’l-Wallis H test -(a one-way analysis‘of variance by ranks; Siegal, 1956)‘

mid 10) indic¢ate. that the ratings ‘for accurate empathy, warmth. and genuineness

[ ¢ - .
(spearately or combined) are not significantly different, in different contexts.

8

~We may conclude that teachers working with smaller numbers ‘of students are

<

L] . .
" not mnecessarily providing higher levels of facilitative behaviors. |

el
1 y -

oI,
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e . =21 - SR .
- ]
Y . TABLE 5 ,
T : WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIRS SIGNED-RANKS
e TEST FOR DIFFERENCES OF
e - COMBINED ‘MEAN RATINGS
;9 - m°‘~ I ’ ' T
‘  |subject |A.E | warmth'| Gen. Total | Rank of | Rank with
Lo .d | d d-| -d d | less fre-
1% ~ ) | gquent sign
. ': 1 . -.2 0 0 -.2 -2 2.
L2 ] -] 2 +.5 +.6 5.5 |
" 3 -1 0 +.2 | 41 .1
b - 4 +.6 +,6 D +1.2 8
.; 5: ~ 0“, ""02 "04‘ “0’6- "505 505
e * . .
6 0"‘ :".4 +.3 .'..7 7 -
7 +:6 | 4.4 +.8 | -41.4 9
o 8. #3102 | w2 .3 3
9 +.2] 4.9 .| Y49 +2,0° 11 :
S 10 9] wd |5 s 10 .
11 +.2 0 +.2 "4 4
< = T e
v Ede 0 [ +2.3 ] 41,8 +1,2 +5,3 N=11 T=7,5%
“ e B .
~ . * Significant at the .025 level one tailed
4
4
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WILCOXON MATCMED-PAIRS SIGNED-RANKS,i
. TEST FOR DIFFERENCES OF
» MEAN-RATINGS FOR WARMIH

TABLE 6

? o
/
N
Sub ject Pre-tapao Post taps d Renk of Rznk with
T X rating X rating , d less fre-
- . 2 ; ’ quent sign
1 3.4 3.4 o
2 ?.9 3.1 +0,2 2
3 3.1 3,1 0
4 207.\ 3.3 #0.6 7 - ’
5 3.1 2.9 2P -0.2 -2 2
6 3.0 3.4 +0.4 5
7 3.0 3.4 1 +0.4 | . 5
8 3.4 ¢ 3.6 +0,.2 ' 2
» v 'a . s
9 .lb'g . 20& X/ 4'009 8
10(\ 3.3 3.7 +0.8\ | s
11 3.2 3,2 0
N=8 T=2*
- * Signiﬁicant at the ,025 level one ﬁéiled‘

-1y,

»
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TABLE 7

WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIRS SIGNED-RANKS

" TEST FOR DIFFERENCES OF
. . MEAN RATINGS FOR-ACCURATE EMPATHY
éuﬁject Pre~tape -Dosé-tape d - |-Rank ‘of Rank with
- X rating X rating . d legs fre-
. quent sign
1 2.6 - 2,4 -0,2 -4 4
2 2,4 2,3 |-0.1 1,5 | 1.5
» 3 . 2.2 2.1 -0;1 | -5 |¥ 1.5
a |- 1.8 2.4 +0.6 | 7.5 | "
5 2,0 . 2,0 0
6 2.1 b i ?.1 0. ' )
: 7 " 2,0 2.6 | +0,6 7.5 . N
' »
- .}
% 8 2,3 2,6. 0.3 6
i < " .
9 105 ' ’1.7 #0.2 4 -
10 2.4 3,3 0,9 | 9 .
‘- N 11 1.8 2.0 #0.2 4
N=9 i T=7
& = ,032 (N,S)
\ ‘A p
'
3

o ) ' LA

ERIC . | o
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TABLE <8

&

WILCOXON MATCHED-PAIRS STGNED-RANKS
TEST FOR DIF
MEAN RATNINGS FOR GENYINENESS

RENCES OF

-

Subject Pre-tape. Post-tape ~ d’ Rank of‘ Rank with
: % rating | ¥ rating - d . less fre-
. “ ’ quent sign
! o :
1 3.8 3.8 0 - -
¢ .
2 3,1 3.6 +0,5 |, 7.5
3 3.5 3,7 +0.2 2
A 3.6 3.6 0 .
5 3.8 3.4 ~0.4 | =5.5 ¢ 5,5
6 3,6 3,9 . 40,3 4
7 3.7 4,1 +0,4 5.5 .
'8 4,0 3.8 - =0,2. | =2 2
9 2,2 3.1 +0,9 | 9
.10 - 3,7 - 4.2 +0.5 | 5.5 )
11 - 3.5 3.7. | +002 | 2
. | .
_ ; N=9 " | T=7.5

d')‘(‘

5o

:\
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VTABCE<9
" RATINGS FOROSUBJECTS,ACCURDING 70 CONTEXT

o N - CONTEXT

N

Enter- ‘
persana]

Skllls 3 Interview | Swmall Grp {.Whole 'class

(one | (6=10 (approx., 30
student) students) | students)

Accurate ‘ . 2,50 | 2.,35 . ~ 2,00
S I : 2,35 . 2,10 |l .2.10
Empathy . e 2046
c e s T . - _ 1,60

‘ T 2,85
1,90

Warmth ' .. | . I , 3..00

" | 3.20
3.50
2,45
3.50
3,20

Genuine~ . ' 3.60
: , i - 3.75
ness : . o : 3.90
. ' . : 2.65

°3.95
3,60

Combinhed R - 5 ’ 2,87
T . R . 3,01
(A.Eo’ wt. ' ' ’ ' e oime .3.27
ce : ) 1. 2.25

© 3,43




'SUMMARY OF KRUSKAL-WATLLIS H TEST: -
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TABLE 10 .

~

Intervi

o, Smell Grp

y Whole Class
~

Source df oY ~2 )
', - < .
. ) H valus
ARccurate Empathy 2 1,62 N,S. .
Warmth 2 ~ .5b N.S, '
~ o . .
GCenuineness 2 .2€ . N:§C‘
Combined ° 2 ' .20 N.S.
. N 2
) - SN e e
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differently when functxonmgilm ﬁxfferent/ contexts. They were ,,/therefOre, 5asked b

4! . . . / ” ‘. ’

£ to use ithe, samei context for‘x pl‘é and pOst tapes. Two of the subjects d1d not, ,/
4 . SRS L

-

and, theréfore | yere elimmated’ from ana1y51s: 'I’hree others used dlfferent*v '..‘
| . .

contexts for %aping and codmg durzng the tréatment period (tapes 2. a%id
i ' ‘ .7 "

..
., (A

t * b),; 3 ‘l P /
coding scores vséemed to var\y more than the scores of other subJects who

‘ Y‘ o & g ~
maintained the \Same context ﬁhrou’ghout the treatment period. Three ofthe

. 1 RN : ’

*four sub}ects wpo showed the \greatest gams used the same context for each
wt‘:‘t. . &‘_‘(ui/? H
treatp;enkt tap 1 This woul \s éest that behavior change tends to be context- ‘
\' ™ . o \' l‘ . -
L s ot \ o X “\

’, » ~ 4 +

xv

T 3 -
‘!"’ S e sy

TS e
+

]
75
-
.2 "
el
w5 ¥
‘-’ o —
3
-
LR g
J’i
o STy
.
.‘._’-1""./
h
I}
-
hd -
'!

e

';'“L !\ ?AQ att "ttpt was made to deve10p a limited category codmg Sy stem
\ gk

,run-\. \ . .

. (the h‘mr\x’;\g\mz\nqal‘) fdr easy use\by clagsroom teachers. Submmsxons from ':”\

Q

v W ‘.,‘.‘ - » )
subjects ap.d aters pﬁmglded data\«pertment to p;ugram evaluatxon. Several

\\\ n', "-

comments can: bé. rhade § ﬁ‘cer\nmg the development effectxveness and

\'v-‘i. K.‘-

reliabflity of the: gystem

‘. ~:‘ X
_First, fhét*exarnp ‘g fxd1alogue mtended to- asstt,the user in. , = _
W “\ \ 2

\ >
t
v\.\

learning to* discrimmate\ﬂq \categb Tévels, were thought to ‘be "inappvopriate i
\ o / * l/ '. /
"not. helpful in léarning to\&qscrinﬁnate levels and’ "irrelé#ant 60 téachmg "

o
\\ \ :"“ N ".\,\\."

[ PN \b
¥ . .\_ R . . -

. . N
- . 7/

’
~

Secondly, several anges were made the coding'vcategques AN
lﬁ "1 o

N .
]

\ L " '/
(see ‘Figure 4) *  (These chéi%es were made folIo\wmg the\ J’;eétment period

o

and prior to the rating of. the pre and\post tapes') The ‘term "warmth" wras used_'

' ARy ",‘ v '\ ':,
/ . . N R A ; i
. SRy T Ty, . .
™ s P

“ \
/ - - » . Y o .

Y

\ &

% \ N
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S T \ OVERALL CHANGES - - -2 =
Pl . R A BRIEF OUTLINE'OF THE LEVELS OF  ° . IR
' ACCURATE EMPATHY, WARMTH AND GENUINENESS

" v > FIGURE 4~ ' , -
o : - ¢
S S . ’ 5 v
4 1ENVEL - ACCTRATE EMPATHY ¢ . WARMTH T GENUINENESS
' Completely ‘undware of , Explicit evndence of ’ Expl|c1t evndonce of
g K student's meaning, feel- rejection ' '. o de’[ens:vengeq and
L. _ ing cexperiences and y R > phonmess ' e
< /;/, interests ‘ ) v . ; o ¥
i X} i -
N Aware of only obvious : - Responses are mech- . - Uninvolved
. meanings and feelings anical and passive - IntellectualizZing
MR 1. - Responses seem con-
- Aware but response is - Ignores the student -1 " po
- tmgential - - . trived, or rehearsed
: Tee - . ; - An. air of professional
!-':t_{.?:."’\;. DA A4 o : o facade pre\'alla
-ty < -
e A“ ne of obvnous medn- ... No expli¢it 6r implicit' Defensive or phony
- “'mg. _,.md feelings and - ‘evidence of dislike or implicit evidence only.
) sometifmes of less _ rejection but no clear >
< obv1ous- Response re- ‘ expreSsmn of swarmth .
4 flects” mv ¢ommunicates \/71ther (mbe.rest b}xt not
= ~ this .1waif¢ness ' " ‘warmth) TS i:-_‘ B .
t‘ f.;.i;. ) i ’ fe,
. 1
f"" . K -
Responses,indicate aware- Exphcxt evidence of oS, - No explicit or implicit
- ness of ovaus and less. - warmth and conceen - bv evidence of any
obvious meami\gs and *. praise and encourage- ’, defensiveness or -
4. feelings SN ment . - I, ph#niness
- Tentative Probing. - . T
. Rt A - .
- Guessing at less obvious 5 v 5 )
- meanings and feelings A o8
- . -~ 1
. . = Respounses indicate Caring, prizing and '3.-' ’Respon'es are free,
awareness of many valuing of the student is % spontangous and honest
‘ less obvious meanings . made explicit by voice :
! 5 - and fee“ngs - and manner ‘ /: : Fl - geigf S?lf without ﬂnv
Responges focus on ' Evidend f cl N 'xa
. - Evidence o a 0S8 3 .
. perqonallv relev’mt " relationshi : € N Functxomal pffect of
= e . miterial - Tentatn\re s 1p. : Genumemess is TRUST
prohmg more accumg : §i , AR
;- : .3

: % ' LS - A
. ’ . - L v . . _ .
, ' | "\\ ‘ s i




'i‘nstead&oif«' ".zres‘pect," It seemed-that in defining and explaining the various

!

% : : . .
levels of respect to the subjects, the experimenter was doing so in terms

of "warmth " aring the practice’ coding.session aid throughout the treat-

AR . "
ment period it became obyious: that tBe warmth and genuineness scales needed
v \ \\1‘ * * . 0
another level. Subjects found that many' of their responses did not fit either

in level two of warmth or in levVel three, .but somewhere in between. A

similar”"neutral” level was added to the genuineness scale. In effect, “the -

‘nominal coding categories were not used for analysis of the tapes. Scales_

v

very similar to the Truax scales for teachers were used.

-

Thirdlyy the manual served as an effective introduction to the’

progrnm. For example, one teacher having read the manual said, "as I
réad I found ‘myself sayimg guilty,-guilty, guilty," _ Participants did identify
quickly what it was they were being asked to do. But beyond that, the .

manual's efflcacy remains doubtful. In evaluating the component parts of the

‘.

program subJects reported that the coding manual "wouldn't stand aloné®;

~ 2

that 1t was useful Yonly "after the codmg session'; that it was not helpful in

learnlng how to d1scr1m1nater. Only one subject reported that it was "very

34

explicit," . | ' {
\ /. ‘ - ‘ ot “ LI
Program Evaluation by Suhjects : f T T T T

Perhaps the most mterestmg results are those reported by the = .

I

p’lrticipa.t}ts._ The reactxon to the program was generally favorable. Two )
»" I . -

l
negative reactions werre ‘reported consxstently One was the awkwardness of

‘ ; R .[:

using the equipment ’I’he second was the time? involved in having to code the

. v 2/ ; C
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tapes.. In reporting the effects of having part1c1pated in the program one teacher -
..noted that students approached her who had not done so preV1ously Others

reported a d1screpancy between their "actual" and their "ideal" behav1or

T show less warmth than I feel for the kids," "I didn't realize I was so

-

serious." "I don't project(\’tape the true _effect of my feelmgs "' 1 appear a

P
1

very cold person'" and "I talk too much - am_ pedantic‘ - feel looser than I

e .
appear.'" There were also veports suggesting the program may have had more

generalized'effects: "My sontold me I didn't listen to him. Now I think he was

4 P -

©
right. I am listening now"; "It%has made me aware of others' feelings not only

1nw.steaching“b'ut with other teachers'; "I see myself differently now; too many

<
- situations are too teacher centered"; and-for some -the program provided

s "strmuhting chats with v1deo~mvolved staff " | -
&
. ‘Conclusio\né ) .

Fow TN . ' - Y,
) All who drink this remedy recover in a short time,

except for those: whom it does not help ..... it is
obvious that it lels enfy in incurable’ cases.

. ‘ _(Galen, as quoted in Truax and
v © Carkhuff, 1967)

s

.

“ There is evidence to support the Rogerian hypothesis that certain
interpersonal skills are central to effective i
o< T

>

te{p_yonal proceSSes . C.B.

- — Truax and' others have developed’ instrumen usef\d for the measurement and

o training of accui'ate empathy, wazmth an. .genuineness, Structuredfeedback using

using video tape has proven to be an eff ctive way to//change certain facihtatlve

<

behaviors of teachers. More specifically it has proven to be an effectxve way

to change the level of warmth offered/ by teachers. Git(en a longe'r.training‘

T
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\. / ‘ ) .

J— . . 3 . .

period, 'lnd a r‘efined training manual, there is reason to believe that even more

dramatic changes will bc;, effected: by the program developed and tested in this

study. ; / - — .
| The relatively high’ intar—rater reliability obtained with minimal

training, - the apparent "success" in teachers learning to discriminate levels of

accurate empathy, warmth,l and genuineness,' suggest that .thel program néeds

someoke who will initially 'sell'" teachers on its vaiue; will provicie "teaching"

a

in the use of the training manual; and will foster the relatié;nship -necessary
to provide participants with additional feeciback. The attempt to develop‘a

program which will "stand alone'" or be completely ""packageable" -- able to
: ' e B
be sent by mailto someone wl;o'wfshed to try it and still affect behavior

change, may be inappropriate.

.;  "One reason that the scientific method is difficult to apply to.
4 7 teaching and the improvement of teaching is that a simple
- statement of the steps involved ignores the .subjective feelings,
emotions, and, attitudes which any investigation generates.
The subjective elements of the process cannot be denied and
to take them into consideration provides a more complete -
understanding " . _ -

S : . S " (Flanders, 1970)

Focused video feedback systems for profeasional ‘development

invol\;q a c'ertam antount of bu§y-work. Participants learn how to use eﬁuip-
ment how to dlscriminate and how to.code and calculate response pro- . .
/

. files. Concurrently they are also experlencing new feel'mgs about themse}zes
’ / D . . 17
as teachers; "It depressed me for a while'!; or "I'm .not'as_har'sh-'as I thought - ’

. t

I was." Promoters of programs which tr.y to help bring‘r abo:lt'ch’anges in |

»
O .t M ~ -
D ' .

o N . . .. )

- N ! L.
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behavior must not retreat from facing the' subjective elements of teachers
»

- "studying their own ‘behavior and then trying to change (Flanders, 1970).
.l . .

.
L X

Recommiendations for Fur_the;' Study

¥ The results reported in this study warrant further investigation of *

'

a number of questions. _ Studies relating teacher acc‘lllrate empathy, warmth,

-

and genuineness to pupil outcome measures are necessary. If such correlationll

studies revealed that these skills are clearly related to pupil achievement,

- . : !
additional studies using inferential designs would be necessary to investigate the

effects of teacher behaviors on pupil achievement.

3 Investigations testing the treatment effects of the specific elements .

K
of factors in the program developed would be appropriate. This would amount

: , ‘
to a replication of the Birch.study (1969) using the training manual under study
. )

. xl-atl;‘gr than the GSA coding schedules. It s also ‘recomﬁmended that the BSé of
vit_i?o taped role ‘models ‘be added as a treatne nt element!,
'i“inally, the question of length of treatment necessary to effect

®

behavior change 'am,i ‘the extent to whi'ch changed behavior endures needs to

t

be answered. - -
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